Clara Webster
1319 S. 26th. Street , Lafayette, IN 47905-1645

December 1, 2005 4:11 AM

Senator Evan Bayh

U.5. Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bayh:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) coliection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation. :

I wiil continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Clara Webster

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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David Rodriguez
po box 1864 , La Mesa, CA 91944-1864
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Decemver 1, 2005 8:16 AM

Representative Duncan Hunter

U.S. House of Representatives

2265 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Hunter:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could

disproportionately affect those in your constituency,
Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

David Rodriguez

CC:
FCC General Email Box
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vito rendace
230hollandave. , elmont, NY 11003 B - ban ROV

5

December 1, 2005 5:20 AM

Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [ the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fatr Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies {0 recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

vito rendace

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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Eric Peterson
1501 8th Ave South , Escanaba, MI 49829-2437
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December 1, 2005 8:16 AM

Representative Bart Stupak

U.S. House of Representatives

2352 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Stupak:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your positiont on this matter.
Sincerely,

Eric Peterson

ce;
FCC General Email Box
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Paul Novak, Jr.
28345 Hunters Ridge Lane , Olmsted Twp., OH 44138-3175

November 30, 2005 5:21 PM

Senator George Veinovich

U.S. Senate

524 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Voinovich:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Paul Novak, Jr,

CC:

FCC General Email Box
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Jean Golden
382 CPW | NY, NY 10025-6037

December 1, 2005 5:25 AM

Representative Charles Rangel
U.S. House of Representatives
2354 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

DPear Representative Rangel:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissious' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary, In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jean Golden

CcC:
TCC General Email Box
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Mary Fallon EL . hiui Beat
6602 Groveland Hill Road , Groveland, NY 14462

December 1, 2005 7:41 AM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users 1is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, 1nclud1ng links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting ; them know how a flat fee tax could
dlsproportlonately atfect those in your constituency. .

Thank you fqr‘ your - continued work ‘and J look forward to hearing albguf your position on this maiter.

Sincer:el);/,,l

. - .

Mary Fajlon, "~ ' .

S

CCl

FCC General Email Box
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Phyllis Stanukenas '

768 Penn Estates , East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 FOO - Ma LROOM

December 1, 2005 7:43 AM

Representative Paul Kanjorski
U.S. House of Representatives
2188 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Kanjorski:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents whq vse their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies 10 recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a‘consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1
request you pass along my concerns.to the FCC.on my behalf, 1¢ttip_g them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your oonsutuency o

Thank you for your continued wor_k-al}d I Jbtpk forwagl toheanng ab}(')lit' your posii;on on this matter.
Sincerely,

Phyllis Stanukenas
cc:

FCC General Email Box
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Edward Poznanski
4096 Ironside Dr , Waterford, MI 48329-1686 ?{» L ‘"’i..:&»“
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December 1, 2005 7:538 AM

Senator Debbie Stabenow

U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnetessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I'will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letnng them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionatély affect those in your. constituengy. . L

. L e . Al e TN s
Thank ){ou_ fql)rvyour contlnued ‘work and I loqlg_fogwarq_tq hearing about your position on this matter.
Séﬁpérely,
Edward Poznanski

cc: .
FCC General Email Box




leonard gregoire

130 valley view , troy, NY 12182

Senator Charles Schumer
U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I 'have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highty detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concemns to the FCC on my behaif, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

leonard gregoire

cc! »
FCC General Email Box
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Daniel Miller
P.O. Box 243 11305 Featherbed Lane, Corriganville, MD 21524-0243 FOC-TRT G o

December 1, 2005 7:22 AM

Representative Roscoe Bartlett
U.S. House of Representatives
2412 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Bartlett:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee systern soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Daniel Miller -

cc: o S :
FCC-Géneral Email Box
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Ed Drake
2402 valleywood ct. , Muskegon, M1 49441

Senator Debbie Stabenow

U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sin;:crely, '

Ed Drake

ce:
FCC General Email Box




Patricia West
3187 Maple Hill Dr. , Memphis, TN 38118

December 1, 2005 7:22 AM

Senator Bill Frist

U.S. Senate

509 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Frist:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Patricia West

cc: c
FCC General Email Box
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Robert Madeja
28 Lincoln Hgts PO Box 762, Claremont, NH 03743 TTOC - A LRCOM

November 30, 2005 9:30 PM

Senator John Sununu

U.S. Senate

111 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Sununu:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Robert Madeja

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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Shirley W. Johnson o A AR ¥ T LI ] ] B
385 Company Farm Road , Baskin, LA 71219

December 1, 2005 5:44 AM

Senator David Vitter

U.S. Senate

516 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket §6-45

Dear Senator Vitter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthiy flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior ¢itizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
wonld like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
dlong my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Shirley W. Johnson

ce: o
FCC General Email Box
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Pamela J Hanzes

19 Center St Box 384 , New Salem, PA 15468

December 1, 2005 4:29 AM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently coliected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a fiat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on smalf businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is thai they do. As a consumer |
would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincercly, -

Pamela J Hanzes

cc: :
FCC General Email Box
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Clarence Furset
2818 Riverside Drive McAllen Tx. { Winter), Beloit, WI 53511 L

November 30, 2005 9:42 PM

Senator Herb Kohl

U.S. Senate

330 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kohl:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) coliection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and withont
legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituerncy.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely, - - T o Do e

Clarence Furset

CcC. . s
FCC General Email Box .
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Jack Lindstrom

1917 Lourdes Ct. P.O. Box 24133, Lansing, MI 48909-4133

December 1, 2005 4:20 AM

Senator Debbie Stabenow

U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 26510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthty flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on smail businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation,

1 Vwillll continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Jack Lindstrom

ccr
FCC General Email Box
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Robert smith
1900 Stevens Dr, #725 , Richland, WA 99354

December 1, 2005 3:45 AM

Senator Maria Cantwell

1J.S. Senate

717 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Cantwell:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.,

Thank you for your continued work and I ook forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Robert smith

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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Terrie Carl
931 Symphony Drive , Aurora, IL 60504

November 30, 2005 9:44 PM

Senator Barack Obama

U.S. Senate

713 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Obama:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Terrie Carl

cCl

FCC General Email Box - B




Charles Lindstrom
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1917 Lourdes Court PO Box 24133, Lansing, MI 43909-4133

Senator Debbie Stabenow
U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

December 1, 2005 3:44 AM

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family

and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their

limited resources wisely shouid not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it

would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal taw does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without

legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in

your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Charles Lindstrom

ce:

FCC General Email Box -
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204 Dulles Drive , Coatesville, PA 19320-3125

Senator Rick Santorum

U.S. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 2(510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC} position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletiers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Travis Perry

cC:
FCC General Email Box
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Robert Coover
19260 Rising Sun Road , Corona, CA 92881

November 30, 2005 9:30 PM

Representative Ken Calvert

U.S. House of Representatives

2201 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Representative Calvert:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federa! Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (1JSF) cellection method to a monthiy flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans (o change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass

along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Robert Coover

CcCl
FCC _General Email Box
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Kenneth Sallade
121 Townsend Court , York, PA 17402-4820

PEN e 4
ne

December 1, 2005 8:13 AM

Senator Rick Santorum

U.S. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systen.

It the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Kenneth Sallade

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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Heidi Jeffreys

253 West Bute Street , Norfolk, VA 23510 1 FGL - W T
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December 1, 2005 4:49 AM

Senator George Allen
U.S. Senate

204 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Allen:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills.
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Heidi Jeffreys

cc: ‘ ;
FCC General Email Box




